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on a talk show last weekend and said, and I 
quote, ‘‘if we had it to do over again, we’d do 
exactly the same thing.’’ Is our vice president 
misleading us again, or does he really believe 
that our Iraq policy is working? Is this adminis-
tration so arrogant, so stubborn, so unwilling 
to admit its mistakes that it wants to continue 
the occupation of Iraq ‘‘exactly’’ as it has for 
three and a half years? The Administration’s 
continued failure to level with the American 
people and learn from its errors is an affront 
to all of us, but most especially to the memory 
of the 2,671 brave young men and women 
who have given their lives for this war of 
choice. The Republicans have shown that they 
lack the humility and the vision to change our 
disastrous course in the Middle East. We’ve 
lost not only lives and treasure but our stand-
ing in the world as a beacon of freedom and 
democracy. It is time for a new direction. 

[From Washingtonpost.com, Sept. 14, 2006] 
WHY WE CAN’T SEND MORE TROOPS 

(By Lawrence J. Korb and Peter Ogden) 
In ‘‘Reinforce Baghdad’’ [op-ed, Sept. 12], 

William Kristol and Rich Lowry argue that 
the United States needs to deploy ‘‘substan-
tially’’ more troops to Iraq to stabilize the 
country. Aside from the strategic dubious-
ness of their proposal—Kristol and Lowry’s 
piece might alternatively have been titled 
‘‘Reinforcing Failure’’—there is a practical 
obstacle to it that they overlook: Sending 
more troops to Iraq would, at the moment, 
threaten to break our nation’s all-volunteer 
Army and undermine our national security. 
This is not a risk our country can afford to 
take. 

In their search for additional troops and 
equipment for Iraq, the first place that 
Kristol and Lowry would have to look is the 
active Army. But even at existing deploy-
ment levels, the signs of strain on the active 
Army are evident. In July an official report 
revealed that two-thirds of the active U.S. 
Army was classified as ‘‘not ready for com-
bat.’’ When one combines this news with the 
fact that roughly one-third of the active 
Army is deployed (and thus presumably 
ready for combat), the math is simple but 
the answer alarming: The active Army has 
close to zero combat-ready brigades in re-
serve. 

The second place to seek new troops and 
equipment is the Army National Guard and 
Reserve. But the news here is, if anything, 
worse. When asked by reporters to comment 
on the strain that the active Army was 
under, the head of the National Guard said 
that his military branch was ‘‘in an even 
more dire situation than the active Army. 
We both have the same symptoms; I just 
have a higher fever.’’ 

Already, the stress of Iraq and Afghanistan 
on our soldiers has been significant: Every 
available active-duty combat brigade has 
served at least one tour in Iraq or Afghani-
stan, and many have served two or three. 
Likewise, the vast majority of Army Na-
tional Guardsmen and Reservists have been 
mobilized since Sept. 11, 2001, some more 
than once. 

Thus the simple fact is that the only way 
for Kristol and Lowry to put their new plan 
into action anytime soon without resorting 
to a draft—and thereby dismantling the all- 
volunteer Army, which, as the authors them-
selves would certainly admit, could be stra-
tegically disastrous—is by demanding even 
more from our soldiers by accelerating their 
training and rotation schedules. While there 
is no question that the soldiers would re-
spond to more frequent calls to duty, it is 
doubtful that they would be supplied with 
proper equipment and training for their mis-

sion in the near term. Moreover, the long- 
term toll on the cost and quality of our 
troops would be threatened by the added 
strain. 

First, the equipment shortage that the 
U.S. Army faces at the moment is making it 
difficult to train troops even at current lev-
els. The service has been compensating for 
this $50 billion equipment shortfall by ship-
ping to Iraq some of the equipment that it 
needs to train nondeployed and reserve 
units. Increasing the number of deployed 
troops would compound this readiness prob-
lem and leave the Army with little spare ca-
pacity to respond to other conflicts around 
the globe that might demand immediate and 
urgent action. 

Second, the long-term costs of leaning 
even more heavily on our ground troops to 
fight what is an unpopular war will take its 
toll on the quality of our Army. At present 
the Army is compelled to offer promotions to 
an unprecedented number of its personnel to 
retain them. Some 98 percent of captains 
were promoted to major this year, and the 
quality of the next generation of military 
leaders will suffer if this process is not made 
more selective once again. 

In addition, even the quadrupling of re-
cruitment bonuses since 2003 has not been 
enough to attract adequate numbers of tal-
ented men and women to meet the Army’s 
personnel goals. Although the Army has ac-
cepted more troops with lower aptitude 
scores and raised its maximum enlistment 
age, it still must grant waivers to about 1 
out of 5 new recruits and has had to cut in 
half the number who ‘‘wash out’’ in basic 
training. 

While we disagree with Kristol and 
Lowry’s contention that sending more troops 
to Iraq would bring peace and stability to 
the country, the U.S. Army and National 
Guard and Reserve should nevertheless pos-
sess the capacity to respond to such a plan or 
other deployments without undue strain and 
long-term costs. The solution is to do two 
things that the Bush administration has not: 
permanently increase the number of troops 
in the active Army and fully fund its equip-
ment needs. Let this, not the expenditure of 
more blood and treasure in Iraq, be the ‘‘cou-
rageous act of presidential leadership’’ that 
Kristol and Lowry desire. 
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TRIBUTE TO LINDA BUTLER 
COSTIGAN 

HON. DIANE E. WATSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, September 14, 2006 

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
sadness that I announce the passing my dear 
friend and colleague, Linda Butler Costigan. 

Linda Butler Costigan passed away peace-
fully on Sept. 6, 2006 at Sutter Roseville Med-
ical Center after a long battle with metastatic 
breast cancer. She was born on Dec. 20, 
1946 in White Plains, NY to the late George 
and Faye Butler. She is survived by her be-
loved husband of 42 years, Richard S. 
Costigan, Jr. (Dick) of Granite Bay, CA and 
sons, Richard, III and wife Gloria of Granite 
Bay, CA and Chris and wife Gabby, who now 
live in Hong Kong. 

She was the devoted ‘‘Gram’’ to her three 
grandchildren, Eric Samuel, Emma Laraine 
and Andrew Butler, of Granite Bay, CA. She is 
also survived by her sister, Mary Catherine 
Butler-Adkins and husband, Frank of Virginia 
Beach, VA. 

Linda spent the first half of her life in Nor-
folk, VA., but she lived in many places, includ-
ing Miami, Boston, Philadelphia, Los Angeles, 
Sydney Australia, and Danville, CA, before 
settling in Granite Bay over 16 years ago. 

Though Linda would want to be remem-
bered as a loving wife, mother and grand-
mother, she made many contributions to the 
communities in which she lived. In Norfolk, VA 
she was President of the local Catholic Youth 
Organization. In Danville, she was president of 
the St. Isidore’s PTA and started a fund rais-
ing auction at De La Salle in Concord that is 
still going on; she replicated that program for 
La Salle College High school when the family 
moved to Philadelphia. 

During those years, she was very active in 
Marriage Encounter and served on various 
boards. She loved college football, becoming 
a devoted follower of the University of Georgia 
where Richard and Gloria attended and the 
University of Alabama where Chris was a wide 
receiver on the 1989 SEC Championship 
team. She and Dick would often travel to both 
schools from California. She was involved in 
California politics for years, including serving 
as the State Private Sector Chair of the Amer-
ican Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC) for 
the state of California for a number of years 
and as the national Private Sector Chair in the 
early 1990s. For her service, she received the 
Thomas Jefferson Award. 

She ran an event planning company that 
helped to bring policy makers together with 
advocates and those impacted by policy deci-
sions. Her clients included Pfizer and Johnson 
and Johnson. She was also the secretary of 
the Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Council for 
a number of years when Dick served as the 
Chair. She also served on Board of the Arthri-
tis Foundation of Northern California. 

In 2001, after her husband became sick, 
they moved to Hilton Head Island, South 
Carolina where they thought they would spend 
the rest of their lives. When she was re-
diagnosed with cancer in 2004, they moved 
back to Granite Bay. She was greatly admired 
by many and continued to positively touch 
many lives even in her last days fighting this 
disease. Her legacy as a devoted daughter, 
sister, wife, mother, mother-in-law, grand-
mother, and dear friend will be remembered 
and cherished by all she touched. 
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HONORING ANNE-MARIE GNACEK 

HON. ROBERT E. (BUD) CRAMER, JR. 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, September 14, 2006 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize and honor one of my constituents, 
Ms. Anne-Marie Gnacek upon her retirement 
after 50 years of managing, designing, and 
developing simulations to evaluate our Na-
tion’s ability to intercept and destroy foreign 
missiles. 

Beginning in 1956, Ms. Gnacek worked for 
a variety of defense related engineering com-
panies. With the exception of choosing to stay 
at home to raise her two sons in the 1960s, 
she has worked continuously on developing 
software simulations to help develop our Na-
tion’s space and missile development pro-
grams, including the Navy’s Polaris missile 
and the development of our National Missile 
Defense initiative. 
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